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PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE BEFORE THE
N/S Eastport Court, 65' W and

opposite ¢/l of Marblehead Road DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER

{12 Eastport Court)
8th Election District OF BALTIMO-.. COUNTY
3rd Councilmanic District

Case No. 8B9-2B2-A
T.¥.5. Inc.
Petitioner

FINDINGS OF FA” AND CONCIUSTONS OF LAW

The Petiticner herein r¢ ,uests a variance to permit a window to
window distance of 30 feet in liecu of the required 40 feet, and to amend

the Final Development Plan of The Fields At Seminary, Lot #16, according-

ly, as more particularly described in Petiticner's Exhibit 1.

LI EDS

~\Petition was Sam Shockley with Development Engineering Ceonsultants,

7.\«

There were no Protestants.

The Petitioner, by Douglas C. Corbin, Vice President of T.W.S.,
Inc., and the Contract Purchaser, NV Homes, by Ross Walton, Division Manag-
er and Vice President, and Bill DeMarco, appeared, testified and were

represented by Rcbert J. Ryan, Esquire. Also appearing on behalf of the

the Barrison of their line. Copies of the floor plans for each style were
presented and identified as Petitioner's Exhibits 2A through 2C. The size
of each home will range from 2,500 sq.ft. to 4,000 sq.ft. on an average
lot size of 1/4 acre. Mr. Walton testified that after numerous attempis
to appropriately position these houses on each of the lots, it was deter-
mined that variances would be required for 9 of the 31 lnts.

Testimony presented by Petitioner's witnesses indicated NV Homes
firmly believes either no variances would be needed or a much smaller size
variance would be required if no windows were placed in the sides of the
houses. However, such a decisicn would not take into consideration the de-
sires of potential homeowners. Testimony presented indicated that windows

on the sides were preferrable for various reasons, including cross-ventila-

tion, additicnal lighting and aesthetic appeal. Petitioner further noted’

that many of the windows will be installed in such a way that adjoining

properties will not have dwellings with windows located directly across

from one ancother.
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variances pricr to their purchase of any of the subject lots and therefore
have the ability to determine whether or not such variance will adversely
affect the enjoyment of their property. Petitioner ccatended the lots
could not be resubdivided to reduce the number of lots by one or two to
give additional acreage for each lot to meet setback requirements without
a "two year" delay in development.

An area variance may be granted where strict application of the
zoning regulations would cause practical difficulty to the Petitioner and

his property. McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208 (1973). To prove practical

difficulty for an area variance, the Petitioner must meet the following:

1) whether strict compliance with requirement would
unreasonably prevent the use of the property for a
permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily
burdensome;

2) whether the grant would do substantial injustice
to applicant as well as other property owners in the
district or whether a lesser relaxation than that
applied for would give substantial relief; and

3) whether relief can be granted in such fashion
that the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and
public safety and welfare secured.

L)« reasors carlier discussed are valid. Totentlal purchasers can chonrse
for themselves as to whether the variance granted herein will adversely
affect the enjoyment of thelr property. The variance reguested for lat
18, which is larger than that requested for lots 14, 15, 16 and 17, «cre-
ates 1more of a problem; however, to dery the request would resvlt in el
ther building a house on the lut that is not in keeping with the design
and style of the adjoining Lots 1 through 26, ov result in re-designing
many of the lots in the subdivision which, as argued, would create a pracs
tical difficulty for the Petitioners. in light of the desire of a poten-
tial purchaser to have a corpatible hcme with others .n the neighborhood
and the practical difficulty which could be created for Petitioners, the
variances for Lot 18 will be granted with restrictions.

With respect to Lots 28, 29, 30 and 31, Petitioner could re-~ad-
just lot lines to create three 1lots in lieu of the four proposed with
adequate space to either meet the setback requirements or be more in keep-
ing with the spirit and intent of the B.C.Z.R. The testimony presented by

petitioners in these instances was in support of a matter of convenience
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Counsel for Petitioner argqued that the spirit and i . - o - ; '
P intent of the K o , i - rather than of the necessity for the variances. 1In the opinion of the

iR

Testimony indicated that the subject property, known as 12 East-
Anderson v. Bd. of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md.
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zoning regulations had been met by the proposed plans and that flexibility

CEy

%3\\ Deputy Zoning Commissioner, the variances requested were excessive. The

port Court {Lot 16), zoned L.R. 2, is part of a 31-lot development Xnown
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was needed due to the chznge in marketing demands and housi (1974). K
ing costs. . petitioners have failed to show that compliance would unreasonably prevent

as The Fields of Seminary II. NV Homes has the contract to purchase all
In the opinion of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner, the variances

Counsel further argued the property is subject t i i
perty 3 o the regulations which the use of the property or be unnecessarily burdensome. Therefore, the
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of the lots from T.W.S., Inc. Mr. Walton testified regarding NV Homes' y
went into effect in 1970 and that said regulaticons do not adequately re-

requested herein are appropriate in some instances and excessive in others

r.,
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yariances requested for Lots 28 through 31 must be denied.

experience in building homes in the Baltimore, Washington, Delaware, and
and therefore not in keeping with the spirit and intent of the zoning

flect todays' market and the increase in the cost of th
e property. It is clear from the testimony that if the variance is granted,

McLean, Virginia areas, and in particular, their previcus developments in
regulations. It is clear that N.V. Homes attempted to fit its homes on

Petiticners argued that to den the i
¥ requested variances would such use as proposed would not be contrary to the spirit of the B.C.2.%.

Baltimore County. fie further testified that after completing a marketing
lots previously laid out by petitioners. The variances for Lots 14, 15,

create tremendous practical difficulty upon the Petitioners without bene- and would not result in substantial detriment to the public health, safe-

analysis of the area, it was determined that there was a need for larger,
16 and 17 will be granted with restrictions as in those cases, it 1is felt

fiting the community. Counsel indicated potential property owners and ' d 1 £
y. and general wellare.

executive style homes in the area. As a result, NV Homes felt this partic-
the requests are reascnable and within the spirit and intent of the

perscns who might be adversely affected by the grantirg of the variances

ular development sheuld have homes such as the Potomac, the Kingsmill and
B.C.Z.R. The desirability of having windows on the sides of a home for

would be protected due to the fact that all parties will be advised of the
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operty situate in Baltimore County and yrhich is
Llrllgdpfxe?etoyand made a part hereof, hereby petition for a

PETIT )N FOR ZONING V. RIANCE J & 0

The undersigned, .legal owner(s) of
deseribed in the descriplion and plat attac
Variance from Section .

: i i : i i f th_q_,required
] w.dishapae,of 30 ft.in Jigi-Qo.-
?J;;dijg{:t‘%igm%nd to amend the Final Developmgnt Plan of

The-f‘_i.el.ds-.a.t_ﬁem.i.na.n;;,_.Lo_t-#_l_ﬁ-m

ore Counly, to the Zoning

] i ' f Baliim ;
of the Zoning Regulations ot oa p or practical difficulty )

i following reasons: (indicate hardshi
Baltimore County g .
o Zoning Commissioner 1 for builder.
rsuant to the adverti j . S . s ;
advertisement, posting of +the property, - L B Office of Planmng v Zonng
- 5)  Petitioner and Contract Purchaser shall not re- PR To.vs0N ‘ﬁuykmdinfOJ = 2. Smaller units wo
quest any further variances for Lot l6. T aﬂﬁjgéfig—g o '

1. Reduction in size of standard units impractica

uld be inconsistant with other units in subdivision.

e with the concept and intent of

public hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons given above,
urrounding neighborhoods.

3, Smaller units would be incompatabl
development in the immediate and s

relief requested f Lo . . ]
eq or Lot 16 should be granted. E S 1. Robert Haines
o . - Zoning Commusairner I-’Ia[“Ch 3 , 1 989

Lwﬁ—ﬂ‘ r{ ﬂakg'ha 1 & ’ | ‘ ,:& ;;
( » } N Sil.gie y LOT # 16 412 EASTPORT COURT
7 I Property is to be posted and advertised as

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy 2oning Commissioner for R
-, AKN M. NASTARCWICZ

. . A
Baltimore County this J day of March, 1989 that the Petition for e Deputy Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County

prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

' st ling of this
| 7 ' ; 3 Variance advertising, posting, ete., upon filing © ;
W l't'l' o “3’f?ﬁ'rtﬁi;zgrae%%p:nn;e;rgftﬁbg;ebound by the zoning regulallons and restrictions of
. n ition, an _ ‘ s
— Jopizr};;ﬁd e o aﬁfgﬁ“ %zltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County.
ltimore :
Ba ’ : . I;We do solemnly declare and affirm,

amend the Final Development FPlan of The Fields At Seminary, Lot #16 accora- 2 . ) RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARIRNCE ite the o/l of Marblehead Road I e d Dfpenury’Lhath“e
l:.; : " n/s Eastport Court, 65' W and OppOSTH: are the legal owner(s) of the properly
which is the subject of this Petilion.

ingly, be and is hereby GRANTED, subject, however, to the following re- f' i {12 Eastport C?uit"tL0t3ig)councilma“ic District

s . il - gth Election District =

strictions which are conditions precedent to the relief granted: * o T.%.8.,, Inc. ~ Petitioner L Contract Purchaser:
Case No. 39-282-A

Zoning Variance to permit a window to window distance of 30 feet in lieu

of the required 40 feet, in accordance with Petiticner's Exhibit 1, and to

Legal Owner(s):

1) ‘The Petitioner may apply for his building permit

and be granted same upon receipt of this Order; howev- o -

er, Petitioner is hereby made aware that proceeding at ' ' . copy Of the decision rendered in thz “

this time is at his own risk until such time as the : Enclosed please flnd-t?on for Zoning yariance has been grante : o

30-day appellate process from this Order has expired. e T above_captioned o promse e ;

1f, for whatever reason, this Order 1is reversed, the et g e pecsion

Pgtitioner would be required to return, and be respon- ke c

i;ﬁﬁtigi returning, said property to its original in thea e;?{; ainipfiiytilihe ety
. : . iiii;yan¥33?rt§a?sy of the date of this ggiiz-

2) Petitioner shall prepare a site plan of the 31- o e, gt i

lot Qevelopment known as The Fields at Seminary II of e ) : | _ Very truly yours. : AlumneyforPeﬁuonen

a minimum size as that submitted herein, identified as - _ 5 | . ‘

Petitioner's Exhibit 5, which shall reflect each wvari- ) : ’ i h | - - -‘G)

ance granted for the development in a manner similar b . - .

to that set forth in Petitioner's Exhibits 4A and 4B N RS AKN M NASTAROWICZ ,

setting forth on the site plan the variances granted : P m Deputy Zzoning Commissloner | | THORE,

for each let. Said plan shall be shown to and acknowl- - by e .

edged as seen by each potential buyer of Lots 1 e Namr'anﬁsaﬂipmmenunmero(kslkﬂlxxxtmn

ek Xas Rk Sl K IEX fepresentative 0 e contacied

through 31 prior to the sale of any lot. [ \ SR
3 RO ; Ms. Mary Ginn 04 STEVEN L. FADER
' CC €06 Horncrest Road, Towson, Md. 212 | QEYELQRHEQT_EbQJ}EERZ

3) Petitioners shall cause the deeds for Lots 14 4 (- : s :
thri?’;biﬂ to specifically reference the =zoning case . LT 1 City and State
applicable to each lot. ' B e people's Counse
M R . E
: T : -y attorney’s Telephone NO.& —ecccummmne memTesT Iiél’ﬁi—%j;*

File

&

DOUGLAS C. CORBIN, V.P.

ecision rendered is unfévo?-
Board of Appeals within
For further information on

Radcliffe at 494-3391. Ciry and Staie

5™ "~ FILNG

g
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4) When applying for a building permit, the site o

plen filed must reference this case and set forth and 3 - - " S .

address the restrictions of this Order. : s ; . - . ORDERED By The Zoning
' : ' . ”05/ . that the subject matter of this petition be advertised. as

of - v 292 - 2 rwp newspapers of general circulation thruug. -
draquired by the Zoning Law of Balmlr)lé)r[fo ;g;??ndle::t i pu}:; lipceheari r?g bo had before thie Zoning

“wu} Balumore C(;urﬁtgl.nf}gziepfgg&;tg in Room 106, Counl,ﬂﬁce Building in Towson, Bullimore

Commissioner of Baitimore County, this

ORT"

Comimissioner 0

County, on the day of ----

= M.
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: ‘@e;elopmant L!glnearing @onsnltants, Hn -

Site Engineers & Surveyors

DESCRIPTION TO ACCOMPAN
PETITION FOR VARIANCE REQEEST

OUTLINE DESCRIPTION OF LOT NO. 16 OF THE FIELDS AT SEMINARY

11 '
» ALSO BEING KNOWN AS #12 EASTPORT COURT. LOCATED IN THE 8TH

ELECTION DISTRICT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

Beginning for the same at a2 noint on the northern-r

of-wa i
Y line of Eastport Court; said point being distant 65 + feet

westerly from the centerline of Marbelhead Road right-of-w

North 80 degrees 06

minutes 47 seconds West, 90.0 :
o , .00 feet; (2)

degrees 53 minutes 13 seconds East, 142.16 feet; (3)

inutes 30 seconds East, 91.34 feet; (4) South
09 degrees 53 minutes 13 seconds West

South 89 degrees 56 m

157.75 feet to the .
beginning, point of

Containing 0.310 acres of land more or less
Being the same parcel as shown on a plat

at %_em%ﬁnary 11", to be recorded.

entitled "The Fields

ost right-
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Zoning Commissioner

T.W.S5., Inc.
4111 E. Joppa Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21236

ATTN: DOUGLAS C. CORBIN

RE: Petition for Zoning Variances

CASE NUMBER: F7-25.2- 59

Gentlemen:

E;ease be advised that § //czggf is due for advertising and posting of
N e above referenced property. All fees must be paid prior to the
earing. Do not remove the sign and post set(s) from the property from

the time it : . -
itself.e it is posted by this office unitl the day of the hearing

THIS FEE MUST BE PAID AND THE ZONING SIGN
& POST SET(S) RETU
DAY OF THE HEARING OR THE ORDER SHALL NOT EE ISSUED.( ) RNED ON THE

?1ease mak? your chgck payable to Baltimore County, Maryland and bring
ngélong ?1tb the sign & post set(s) to the Zoning Office, County

ice Bulldlng,.Room 111, Towson, Maryland 21204 fifteen (15) minutes
before your hearing is scheduled to begin.

TIPS TR E. AT
gn & post set(s),

' ve fee for each such
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND No. 0857C0
{\ OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION
! MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT

25 JTANSY R-Ot-615-000

ACCOUNT

DATLE

"o, 29

AMOUNT. $

RECEIVED T S INC

 FROM:

PosTAG * AT SINgG [ 54782 A\

8 BCllwessstlfizhia A 2

VALIDATION OR SIGNATURE OF CABHIER

CXSTRBUTION
VARTE - CASHIER  PINIC - AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER

o e P 0 i b2 N e e RN D B it g A, i
. S it

e @
- CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, Mn.._pamu.aﬂd,_\f_. 1952

THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the annexed advertisement was
published in TOWSON TIMES, a weekly newspaper published in

Towson, Baltimore County, Md., once in each of l successive

weeks, the first publication appearing on _D.ﬂﬂ_L .10 99

.HE JEFFERSONIAN
TOWSON TIMES,

Publisher

PO 6785)

ki MasiHy
Cont 89-289-4
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pusrict, EZFrns -
(AAAITLT o ceee o mam == ="

Posted for: cce-awm-=o—-=s . -

itioner: -Z.{?.f‘“f:-././sﬁ.@- —
et /Vd‘f/éfaﬁ;bfzf@pw{'

ation pmpﬂfr.- - R
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Aot eres [N 20 P S AN
Location of m--Zz.@._ZZ---M /5/ M%gﬁ--____-_-_-_---_----------.-

| T e S 3 =
. Date of retum;.é"--%.-------_

Posted by
Nunber of Signst

LDS AT SEMINARY.IL . ©

COUNTY OFFicCIAL' ZONING MAPS .

CONSULTANTS, INC.

)
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6603 YORK RD. T . -
o e X e R ] .---_—\ T .MJ

. - * e .
pp ettt vy =l ..-..-'

[ - e -

. m i Hewe

J el

Baltimare County

Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning & Zoning
Towson, Maryland 21204
(301) 8873353

J. Robert Haines
’ oonminss

HOTLCE OF HZARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by éuthority of thg
Zoning Act and Requlations of Baltimore County will heold a public
hearing on the property jdentified herein ir. Room 106 ot the County
office Building, located at 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue in Towson,

Maryland 21204 as follows:

PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE

Case Number: 89-282-A

NS Eastport Court, 65' W and opp. c¢/1 Marbelhead Road
12 Eastport Court (Lot 16)

8th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic

Petitioner{s): T.W.S., Inc.
HEARING SCHEDULED: WEDNESDAY, JANAURY 25, 1989 at 9:30 a.m.

Variance to permit a window to window distance of 30 feet in lieu of
end the Final Development

th required 40 feet for Lot 416 and to am
Plan of The Fields at Seminary, Lot #16 to allow same.

a building permit may be issued

d. The Zoning Commissioner will,

y of the issuance of said permit
such request must be in writing and
e hearing set above or presented at

In the event this Petition is granted,

within the thirty (30) day appeal perioc
however, entertain any request for a sta
during this period for gocd cause shown.
received in this office by the date of th

the hearing.

J. ROBERT HAINES
Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County

PLAT T0 ACCOMFANY PETITION CaB¥8 255 1200 | o
FOR ZONING VARIANCE = B
DISTRICTNG.& ZoONEo: . pR.2
SUBIIVISION:"THE FIELDS AT SEMINARY I | prvrorms Exan TTRDNG CONSULIANTS. InC.

Lot ®1& (70 BE RECORDED) SITE ENGINETRS & SURVEYORS
¥|2 EASTPORT COURT Tylang. 2

Raltimore, Maryland 2121?
KIET, UTILITIES N EAS e
[ \ UT 5 ! EA\JTPOET COUET : T. Scole: (u'-'- 3:‘ IIM:|9'4'5&

E; ; ¥,
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Baltimore County
FireDepanmentdzmm

Towson, Marylan .

494-4500 - : BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS I.-DVISORY COMMITTEE

CP':SH- Reincke December 2, 1988 L January 17, 1983

. . T e COUNTY OFFICE BLDG.
J. lfbmrt Halnes.: m_mssj'm T e T SN 111 W. Chesspeske Ave,
Cffice of Planning & Zoning ijﬂ Rrd,” B Tovcon- Maryland 21204 Douglas €. Corbin, Vice President

Baltimore County Offg.fe Building G T.W.S., Inc.
Towson, Maryland 212 | Ik 4 odo 4111 East Joppa Road

Re: . T. W.S., Inc. Baltimore, Maryland 2;236

ion: NS Eastport Ct., 65' W. of & Opp. ¢/l of County Eecutive .
Location: N A Fastport Ct.) . RE: Item No. 160, Case No. 89-282-a
Marbelhea 1/88 -
. 160 ' Agenda: Meeting of 11/1/ MEMBERS Petitioner: T.W.8., Inc.
Item No.: Zoning [ Petition for Zoning Variance
Engincering

Gentlemen:
Department of

pur t to st, the referenced property has been surveyed by this Traffic Engineering Dear Mr. Corbin:
Bureau and the caments below marked with an "X" are applicable and required Bl  State Roads Commission ) )
Bureau and or 3 rporated into the final plans for the property. RN Bureay of Thg Zoning Plans Advisory Committee hag reviewed the plans
‘ | RS ected inco BB  Fire Prevention submitted with the above referenced petition. The following
8- G ] - referenced D rty are required and ghall be . comments are not intended to indicate the appropriateness of
- ¢k ié£§t2§§§;?§§n£§v;fﬁaor feet along an approved road in accor- C 'w'f”'uqn'"“"‘ the zoning action requested, but to assure that all parties are
BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING ‘ e dance with Baltimore County Standards as published hwv the Depart- SRR Froject Planning made aware of plans or pProblems with regard to the development
B ment of Public Works. B Buiiding pDeparctment that may have a bearing on this case. Director of
County Office Puilding Planning may file a written report with the Zoning Commissioner
1 W. Chesapeake Aveoue 25 . with recommendations ag to the suitability of the re ted
Tclav];son. MarY?and 21204 - o second means of wvehicle access is required for the site. o 1°7'"9 Administration zoning. ! este
P . o A Industrial
tion has been received and accepted for filing this SR The icle dead end condition sl at Bk Cevelopment Enclosed are all comments submitted from the members of the
of 138 PR vehi e Committee at this time that offer or request information on
X , . | . . co s . :

. Novenber _ R . YN the Fire Department. = your petition. If similar comments from the remaining members
EXCEEDS the maximmim owed by ¢ e o are rece;ved, I will forward them tao yYou. Otherwise, any

. et : . t that is not informative will be placed i the heari
made to ly with all applicable parts of t _ commen ° not P in aring
EPQ s;;Zv:giignbg:ﬂe priorcggﬁggnmmncy or beginning of operation. S file. This petition was accepted for filing on the date of the
lre . i enclos?d filing certificate and @  hearing scheduled

P The buildings and structures existing or proposed on t?e site shall e accordingly.
e . : irements of the National Fire Protec- .
., . ROBERT "SAINES s . caply with all applicable req , Cod iti

zomgc chMISSIONER F tion lgssociation Standard No. 101 "Life Safety Code," 1976 edition Very truly yours,

o D

A ) o \ I ior to occupancy, o
Petitioner T.W.8., Inc, Received by: James E . . B : ' Orragd “. JQ(J,Y /rU:

jtioner's B Chairman, Zoning Plans . roved, as drawn.
orngy.. e Advisory Committee Site plans are app ’

Board of Fducation

ES E. DYER

. ' e | hairman
i on Bureau has no comments at this time ‘ 2 ‘
The Fire Preventi (\ -~ iy Zoning Plans Advisory Committee

JED: dt

NOTED & /‘

f APPROVED ¢ Enclosures

Fire Prevention Bureau
€c: BSteven L. Fader

Development Engineering Consultants, Inc.
6603 York Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

ial Inspection Division

BA’FIMOBE COUNTY, MARQAND ) | e
g.:!tl}nore County
: partment of Public Works
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE : Bureau of Traffe Engineering
| Courts Building, Suite 405
J. Robert Haines 1 Towson, Mary]and21204
(301) 887-3554

Pat Keller, Deputy Direcior
Office of P1

Zoning Petition Nos. 89-2380-A through 39-288-2

1ds at Seminary II - Lots, 14,15,15,17,13,28,29,30) November 25, 19ag

The applicant is requesting a series of variances to alloy a reduced building : ) Mr. J. Robert Haines Ilmnhlﬂlhmmumgn
separation (distance between buildiugs) for 9 lots in a 31 lot subdivision. - Zoning Commissioner County Executive
In referenceto this request, staff provides the followinz information: . County Office Building
y Towson, Marylangd 21204
® The applicant states that 1) a reduction in size of standard units is

impractical, and 2) smaller units would be inconsistent with other units :

in the subdivision; and 3) smaller units would be incompatible with * ZAC - Meeting of November 1, 1988

the concept and intent of development in surrounding neighborhoods. - Item Nos. 158, 159, 160, 161, and 162,

The statement of hardship implies that adhering to zoning standards ) :

would result in the provision of smaller units- Based upon staff -

estimates, building widths would average 50 feet in length and range i Dear Mr. Haines:

between 115 and 125 feet 4n depth and fall within the required buildirg ?

restriction lines. This buildeble lot area would provide a building ; The Bureau of Traffic Engineeri .

footprint of approxinately 5,700 square feet or larger in size, Adhering : numbers 158, 159,(160) 161, agﬁ 16;fng has no comments for reem

to zoning requirements would rot in faet result in smaller building -

sizes being constructed on the site. Certainly, different building ' |

footprints would be required on the site but not smaller building Zéu/ :;/?ﬁ,ﬂ_‘,; —
footorints, Michael 5,/ Flanigan -
Traffic Engineer Associate I

The issuz of conpatinility vithin the subdivisions and neighborhood
raises questions of identical homes being provided within the sub-
division, and similar lot sizes and building sizes located in the
surrounding community. The desire to provide identical homes throughout
the subdivision should have taken into consideration the lot
configuration approved for the development. Otviously, the desire to
maintain a standard building form on smaller lot widths is dictating

the need for varisances.

Staff's main concern in situations such as these is maintaining the integrity
of the density residential concept and the basic design tenets of the CMDP
Manual. Regardless of windows and building heights, the primary goal of
building separation is to provide for light, air, noise reduction, open space
and nuisance reduction. Based upon these general considerations, staff woull

ing separation be provided based upon the 45 percent
rule that maintains a 45 degree angle from the edge of structure ridgeline to
base of adjoining structure. Using this basie principle, a 20 foot building
separation between non—-garage sides should be provided, and a 30 foot separation
between non-garage sides should be provided.

RECIIVE]

JAN 29 1989

ZONING




